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MCCOY, PEG, Ph.D. Rotating Shiftwork and Links to Family Participation: 
Family Life Preferences and Satisfaction of Personal Needs. (1984) 
Directed by Dr. John Scanzoni. 75 pp. 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships 
between the perceived family participation difficulty and the family 
life preferences and other characteristics of workers on rotating 
shifts. Restriction of activities related to household tasks, child-
care, and the relationship with one•s partner were predicted to be 
influenced by the restriction of activities related to personal needs, 
the family life preferences, the family structure, and the amount of 
schedule conflict. 
A self-administered survey was distributed among textile workers 
on rotating shifts; the survey included measures of personal character-
istics, family structure, and the difficulty the workers experienced 
meeting personal and family needs. Items were adapted from earlier 
surveys (Godwin, 1980; Johnson & Bohen, 1978) and additional items were 
taken directly from the FACES II subscaie on ideal family cohesion 
(Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, & Wilson, 1982) and the Mari-
time Administration study on flexitime (Johnson & Bohen, 1978). 
Personal need activity restriction \ltas strongly correlated with 
restriction in a11 three areas of family activity as was predicted. 
Regression procedures indicated that personal need restriction accounted 
for over half of the variance found in restriction reported in all three 
family activity areas. 
The level of family cohesion preferred was strongly correlated 
with restriction in the tasks and relationship activities. Regression 
indicated that cohesion preference accounted for a significant portion 
of variance in the restriction of household tasks. Opposite prediction, 
the workers preferring high family cohesi~n were found to report less 
restriction of tasks and relationship activities rather than more. 
Childcare difficulty was strongly correlated with the number of 
children attending daycare or school; less restriction was reported by 
parents as the number of children in daycare or school increased. 
Regression procedures indicated that the number in daycare or school 
accounted for a significant portion of the variance found in restriction 
reported in childcare. 
Variables which were found to be unassociated with family activ-
ity restriction included age, sex, living arrangement, number of 
children, partner's work schedule, and housework participation prefer-
ence. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The impact of work upon family life has been the subject of con-
siderable recent research (Aldous, Osmond, & Hicks, 1979; Pleck, 
Staines, & Lang, 1980; Rallings & Nye, 1979}. Research and discussion 
have led to a growing awareness that family life is influenced by work 
schedules, the specific times when a worker is on the job and is less 
available for family participation (Finn, 1981; Pleck, 1977; Plect et 
al., 1980; Pleck & Staines, 1982). 
Over ten million Americans work on shifts other than dayshift 
(Finn, 1981), and there is more schedule conflict among workers on non-
dayshift schedules (Matt~ Mann, Mclaughlin, & Warwick, 1965). One 
specific schedule which has been investigated in terms of impact on 
family life is rotating shifts, with workers having different work hours 
on different days or weeks (Brown, 1959; Jamal & Jamal, 1982; Matt et 
al., 1965}. Rotating work schedules are utilized in many round-the-
clock operations such as hospitals, police departments, and some manu-
facturing plants. 
Available research on the rotating work schedule measured global 
effects of work schedules (Pleck et al., 1980) is quite old (Brown, 
1959; Matt et al., 1965; Wedderburn, 1966), or did not investigate the 
impacts upon family life (Jamal & Jamal, 1982; Taste, 1978). No 
research has tested associations of family life preferences and work 
schedule impact, although associations were found between family 
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preferences and other work-related variables (Brinkeroff & White, 1978; 
Piotrkowski, 1979; Scanzoni, 1978). 
Cognitive factors such as family life preferences have been pro-
posed as influencing a person•s reaction to a situation, in both psy-
chology and sociology theory. Social psychology theories which involve 
cognitive factors include social comparison theory (Thibaut & Kelley, 
1959) and attribution theory (Kelley, 1973}. The sociological theory 
which is most closely associated with cognitive factors is symbolic 
interaction theory (Burr, Leigh, Day, & Constaine, 1979). Personal 
interpretations and evaluations of a situation are central to the reac-
tion made to any situation, according to interactionists. 
Two types of family life preferences have been found to influence 
the impact of work upon the worker•s family, the preferred amount of 
participation in family tasks (Brinkeroff & White, 1978; Godwin, 1980) 
and the preferred amount of family interaction, closeness, and cohesion 
(Orthner, 1975; Piotrkowski, 1979). Preference for high levels of task 
participation or family cohesion was found to associate with more nega-
tive responses to work demands which interfered with family participa-
tion. 
Family task preference and family cohesion seem likely to influ-
ence the reactions regarding family consequences of rotating work 
shifts. The current study was an attempt to incorporate workers• family 
life preferences in an investigation of the impact on family life of 
work on a totating schedule. 
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Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of the current study was to examine the relationships 
between the perceived family participation difficulty and the family 
life preferences reported by workers on rotating shifts. A self-
administered survey distributed among textile workers on rotating shifts 
included measures of personal characteristics, family structure, and 
difficulty the workers have meeting personal and family needs. 
The dependent variable in this study was the degree cf difficulty 
in family activities related to household tasks, childcare, and the 
relationship of partners. Independent variables were a range of factors: 
differences in family life preferences, degree of difficulty in activi-
ties concerned with personal health and leisure, demographic features, 
and conflict between schedules of family members. 
The following questions were asked: 
1. What amount of difficulty was reported in meeting family 
needs? 
2. What family life preferences were reported: 
3. What association was present between family activity diffi-
culty and other variables in the survey? 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
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The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships 
between demographic characteristics, difficulty meeting personal needs, 
and family life preferences and the difficulty meeting family needs 
which were reported ~Y rotating shift workers. In view of the nature of 
this study, the review of literature includes four areas: (1) cognitive 
factors which are associated with the impact of work upon family life, 
(2) personal health consequences of shiftwork and rotating schedules, 
(3) the role of time demands from work in the association between work 
and family life, and (4) impacts of shiftwork and rotating work sched-
ules upon the workers• family lives. A summary relating specific points 
in the literature reviewed to the current study and the hypotheses of 
the study conclude the chapter. 
Work, Family, and Cognitions 
The impact of work upon the workers• family lives is mediated by 
cognitive factors which include the workers• preferences regarding task 
participation at home and work participation (Aldous et al., 1979; 
Brinkeroff & White, 1978; Nye & Gecas, 1976; Scanzoni, 1970, 1978) and 
regarding family sharing and closeness (Barnett, 1969; Hood, 1982; 
Orthner, 1975; Piotrkowski, 1979). Symbolic interaction theory is the 
subject of the first section within the cognitive factors discussion, 
followed by a section on family instrumental preferences. A section 
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on family interaction and cohesion preferences concludes the discussion 
of cognitive factors. The literature reviewed in this cognitive factors 
topic is selected to support the proposal that cognitive factors, spe-
cifically family life preferences, influence the workers• perception of 
the impacts upon family life from work and work schedules. 
Symbolic Interaction Theory 
The most direct causes of people•s behavior, according to symbolic 
interaction theorists, are the meanings and values within their minds 
(Burr et al., 1979). Personal cognitive systems, developed through 
exposure to symbols and evaluations in the culture, define situations 
and intervene between external stimuli and reactions. The personal 
definition of the situation has consequences as if it were reality 
(Burr et al., 1979). 
A term closely associated with symbolic interaction theory is 
11 role, 11 which is defined as an integrated set of beliefs regarding what 
constitutes desirable behavior (Burr et al., 1979). Behavior accept-
able in one role may be unacceptable in another role, and the desired 
behavior for a role may be different between people and across time. 
Family life involves a range of roles, including the breadwinner, 
the homemaker, the spouse, and the parent. The acceptable behavior for 
people in each role is defined diversely, and disagreement within 
families is associated with dissatisfaction (Scanzoni & Scanzoni, 1981). 
Traditional definitions of family roles divided tasks between family 
members on the basis of gender; males were expected to provide resources 
through breadwinning and females were expected to maximize those 
resources and to provide housekeepin9. and caregiving services (Reiss, 
1980; Scanzoni. 1983). New definitions of family roles are character-
ized by sharing of responsibilities and by task assignment through 
criteria other than traditional gender expectations (Scanzoni, 1983). 
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Symbolic interaction is a framework for describing the impact of 
personal interpretation of the situation. Cognitive factors are 
described as independent variables in much research and theory, although 
some symbolic interactionists prefer to describe co9nitions as interven-
ing between events and reactions (Burr et al., 1979). Personal prefer-
ences serve as internal criteria for the evaluation of a situation. 
The people with preferences for high family participation would be 
expected to be more sensitive to restriction of family participation 
than people with less interest in participation. accordin9 to the sym-
bolic interaction theorists. 
Family Instrumental Preferences 
Instrumental activities for the family include providing resources 
through breadwinning and activities related to housekeeping and nurtur-
ance (Scanzoni, 1970). Performance of instrumental activities has been 
conceptualized as a part of the system of exchange in marriage, the 
satisfactory performance of each partner being dependent upon the 
other rartner•s interpretation and influencing reciprocal performance 
(Nye & Gecas, 1976; Scanzoni & Scanzoni, 1981). Jlccordin9 to theorists, 
expectations of each partner rega.rdi ng both their own and their 
partner•s performances occur in the marital exchange system. 
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Central to the preferences regarding family instrumental partici-
pation are the expectations regarding task division, which are associ-
ated with gender-role definitions. A male with traditional expectations 
would prefer to emphasize his performance as the breadwinner and to 
restrict his activity within the home. A female with traditional expec-
tations would prefer to emphasize her homemaker and caregiver perform-
ance and to restrict her breadwinning activity. The association of 
task division expectation and role participation preference has been 
supported in research (Atkinson & Huston, 1982; Scanzoni, 1975, 1978). 
Scanzoni (1970) proposed that occupational success grants the 
worker power to avoid participation in the family, if the work role is 
defined as the worker's primary role by the family. Supporting 
Scanzoni 's (1970) proposal, the husband's level of participation in 
tasks and interaction related to the family is negatively related with 
his career involvement (Aldous, 1969; Aldous et al., 1979). The hus-
band's achievement as a breadwinner has the most influence on the mari-
tal satisfaction of the wife when the breadwinner role was her central 
expectation of the husband (Scanzoni, 1970; Yogev, 1981) and when her 
personal criteria of occupational success are met (Brinkeroff & White, 
1978). 
i,Jives' level of family participation is negatively related with 
her involvement in career~ but the relationship is weaker than among 
husbands and wives restricted family interaction less than task perform-
ance (Katz & Piotrkowski, 1983; Orthner & Axelson, 1980; Rallings & 
Nye, 1979). The stronger association between work and family involve-
ment among husbands indicates that wives retain family partici~ation 
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despite work, especially in interaction activities. The husband's 
expectations regarding wife employment (Keith & Schafer, 1980; Nye & 
Gecas, 1976) and regarding wife participation in family life (Scanzoni, 
1970) influence his marital satisfaction. 
The ability to avoid participation in the family, which Scanzoni 
(1970) proposed is an outcome of breadwinning success, has importance 
only if preferences cause the worker to utilize power. The area of 
marital exchange is complicated by participation preferences; some 
people seek to avoid family instrumental participation while other 
people seek to participate in family tasks (Godwin, 1980; Yogev, 1981). 
Among the determinants of whether family tasks are avoided are the 
expectations related to task division, discussed earlier. 
Family Interaction and Cohesion Preferences 
Over the past century, there has been increased support for the 
idea that the family should be a source of emotional support and com-
panionship (Scanzoni & Scanzoni, 1980). Today there is variation in 
expectations regarding family closeness. Some marriages are basically 
instrumental relationships, while other marriages involve high compan-
ionship expectations (Kieren, Henton, 8: Marotz, 1975). Aspects of 
family interaction include cohesion versus autonomy preference (Barnett, 
1969; Scanzoni, 1975), leisure sharing (Orthner, 1975), avoidance of 
interaction (.A.l do us , 1969; Katz & Pi otrkows k i , 1983) , frus tra ti on 
regarding restriction of family interaction (Piotrkowski, 1979), and 
cohesion preference (moos, 1974; Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, 
Muxen, & Wilson, 1982). 
Liberal fertility control practices are found among people pre-
ferring low amounts of information sharing within the family (Barnett, 
1969) and people preferring autonomy and reassessment in the family 
(Scanzoni, 1975}. 
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Orthner (1975} found that the amount of interaction during 
shared leisure, rather than the amount of time spent in shared leisure, 
was a measurement of preferences which associated with marital satis-
faction. Marital satisfaction is higher among newlyweds who report 
intense interaction during leisure, and the association is stronger 
among wives than among husbands. The gender difference is supportive 
of the opinion that wives desire a higher level of interaction in 
marriage than husbands desire (Komarovsky, 1964; Whyte, 1956}, although 
a strong interest in family interaction was found among some men 
(Bailyn, 1370; Piotrkowski, 1979; Pleck, 1977). A.dditional support of 
gender difference indicates that men restrict family interaction more 
than women as a function of their work involvement (Aldous, 1969; 
Aldous et a1 .• 1979; Orthner & Axelson, 1980; Rallings & Nye, 1979}. 
Piotrkowski (1979} proposed that family participation avoidance 
occurs if psychosocial needs are met through work, making family inter-
action less important to the worker. More frustration regarding high 
work demands occurs among the workers placing a high emphasis upon the 
family than among workers with similar work demands but lower emphasis 
upon the family (Piotrkowski, 1979}. The substitution of family as a 
psychosocial support with co-workers and others who are associated with 
work is partially supported by literature (Jamal & Jamal, 1982}. 
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Two clinically oriented workers have developed tools for measure-
ment of the level of family cohesion desired (Moos, 1974; Olson et al., 
1982). The Family Environment Scale (Moos, 1974) includes both a 
measure of actual cohesion and one of preferred cohesion. The scale 
includes 10 subscales, and the subscale on cohesion has nine true-false 
items. Criticism of the Moos (1974) scale led to development of Olson•s 
(1982) Family Adaptability and Cohesion Scales, FACES II. Cohesion was 
proposed to be a central dimension of family life, and Olson•s (1982) 
subscale includes both a measure of actual family cohesion and a measure 
of the preferred family cohesion. Sixteen items are included on the 
measurement of preferred family cohesion; each can be responded to on a 
five-point scale. 
Research has investigated the influence of family life prefer-
ences on workers• reaction to some jo5 demands, but rotating work sched-
ules have been studied without consideration of preferences. The most 
frequently analyzed variable in research related to rotating schedules 
is physical health, discussed in the following chapter section. 
Physical Health and Shiftwork 
The topic related to shiftwork which has been investigated most 
frequently is the associated of nightwork and the workers• physical 
health. A range of conclusions have been drawn from the literature 
(Finn, 1981; Matt et al ., 1965; Rutenfranz, Knauth, & Colquhoun, 1976), 
which has utilized diverse methodology and samples. 
Shiftwork is generally believed to harm the health of workers 
(Koller, Kundi, & Cervinka, 1978; Shostak, 1969), but several studies 
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indicate that shiftworkers• health is similar to dayworkers• health 
(ft.anonsen, 1964;. Dirken, 1966; Swenssen, 1976; Thiis-Evensen, 1958). 
ft.kerstedt (1977) reviewed the literature on the topic and revealed 
several methodological problems. The less fit workers avoid or leave 
shiftwork resulting in the selection of the healthiest workers on 
shifts. There are fewer consultations regarding health and poor 
measurement of health. Some related literature dates from shiftwork 
during the Horld Har II period" which is not generalizable to contemno-
rary shiftwork because of the longer hours and special circumstances of 
the war ers (Walker, 1961). 
Circadian Rhythm and Sleep Disturbance 
Central to many discussions of the health effects from shiftwork 
is the circadian rhythm, the temporal cycle which is associated with the 
sleep cycle and with physiological processes (Colquhoun, 1970; Finn, 
1981; Matt et al .. 1965). Disruption of the circadian rhythm has been 
studied in sleep laboratory experiments (Colquhoun, Blake, & Ed\vards, 
1968a, 1968b, 1969). Individuals differ in their ability to adjust to 
altered schedules in laboratories (Colquhoun~ 1970), just as shift-
workers differ in their ability to adjust to nightwork (Matt et al., 
1965) . 
Many workers on rotating shifts exrerience difficulty adjusting 
their sleep schedule for nightwork (Bjerner, Holm, S.. Swenssen, 1948; 
Taste, 1978). Tenure on rotating shifts does net eliminate the diffi-
culty (Matt et al ., 1965; Verhaegen, Maasen, & Meers, 1981). Sleep 
disturbance is one of the two most frequent areas of health complaints 
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among shiftworkers (Rutenfranz et al.~ 1976) and decreases in frequency 
when shiftworkers.• schedules are revised to eliminate nightwork 
(Akerstedt & Torsvall, 1978). 
Physiological System Consequences 
Lack of adequate sleep auality and quantity have been associated 
with numerous health consequences (Akerstedt, 1977; Colquhoun, 1970: 
Finn, 1981). Adjustment of the sleep schedule affects the timing of 
demands placed on physiological systems (Colquhoun, 1970), and an 
altered schedule during nightwork would be expected to have costs for 
the body•s systems. 
The physiological system most frequently researched is the diges-
tive system, and digestive disorders as a category constitute one of 
the most frequent areas of health complaint among shiftworkers 
(Rutenfranz et al., 1976). Stomach disease was the digestive complaint 
which was researched earliest, and was found to be more frequent amon9 
shiftworkers than among dayworkers (Koller et al., 1978; Vernon~ 1921; 
t~yatt & Marriott, 1953). In earlier studies gastric ulcers were found 
more freauently among shiftworkers than among dayworkers (Duesburg 8: 
Weiss, 1939; Thiis-Evensen, 1958) but no difference was found in a more 
recent study (Mott et al., 1965), suggesting the increased frequency of 
ulcers might have been a consequence of earlier work conditions and 
not be generalizable to contemporary shiftwork (Walker, 1961). 
Longitudinal research has found that digestive distress is more 
frequent as workers• tenure on rotating schedules increased (Verhaegen 
et al., 1981). Digestive distress is less frequent among rotating 
shiftworkers after their work schedules no longer involve nightwork 
(Akerstedt & Torsvall, 1978). The agreement of longitudinal research 
findings with cross-sectional findings strongly supports the proposed 
negative impact of nightwork on the digestive system. 
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Research regarding other physiological systems and nightwork are 
scarce. Long- and short-term respiratory problems are more frequent 
among shiftworkers than among dayworkers (Aanonsen, 1964) and cardio-
vascular disorders are more frequent among shiftworkers (Koller et al., 
1978). There is no lasting difference in the nervous condition of 
workers on dayshift, shiftwork, and rotating shift schedules (Matt 
et al., 1965). 
Other Health Consequences 
The most frequent measurement of shiftworkers' health in the 
previous research has been through self-report, which involved subjec-
tive evaluation (Dirken, 1966; Jamal & Jamal, 1982; Koller et al., 
1978). Objective measurement is important in the study of impacts upon 
health, to verify the reports of workers and as a separate variable from 
the self-reports. 
Absences are objective measures, although all absence is not 
necessarily health-related. Two investigations have found absence to be 
more frequent among shiftworkers than among dayworkers (Aanonsen, 1964; 
Akerstedt & Torsvall, 1978). Medical consultations are more frequent 
among shiftworkers (Aanonsen, 1964; Koller et al .• 1978) and among rotat-
ing shift workers (Taste, 1978) than among dayworkers. 
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Two other objective measurements, accidents and deaths, are 
related to health but can be associated with a variety of other factors. 
Accidents are more frequent among shiftworkers (Wyatt & Marriot, 1953) 
and among rotating shift workers (Tasto, 1978) than among workers on 
dayshift schedules. Across 13 years, mortality rates within occupa-
tional categories were higher among shiftworkers than among dayworkers 
(Taylor & Pocock, 1972). 
Health consequences of shiftwork and of rotation generally 
weaken the worker. The substantial body of research literature has not 
been associated with the family life impacts of work scheduling theo-
retically, although links have been assumed and supported in the 
research findings of numerous workers (Jamal & Jamal, 1982; Koller et 
al., 1978; Mott et al., 1965). 
Work Time and Family Life 
Responsibilities regarding employment and family life are central 
in husbands• lives (Aldous, 1969) and are also becoming dual expecta-
tions in wives• lives (Scanzoni, 1978). Employment restricts the amount 
of time which is available for tasks and interactions pertaining to 
family life (Pleck et al., 1980). Although the association between 
work involvement and family participation is complicated by cognitive 
factors (Aldous et al ., 1979; Nye & Gecas, 1976; Scanzoni, 1970, 1978), 
the impact of time demands from work on the workers• family live has 
been repeatedly reported (Aldous, 1969; Aldous et al., 1979; Atkinson & 
Huston, 1982; Matt et al., 1965; Pleck et al., 1980). 
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Pleck and his associates (1980) found that half of the respon-
dents who expressed conflict between work and family life reported 
excessive time demands from their work. An insufficient amount of time 
available for family life due to work demands was also reported by over 
one-fourth of the respondents in two large recent surveys {Better Homes 
and Gardens, 1981; Harris, 1981). The investment of time. a limited 
resource, in work is widely reported to result in less time being avail-
able for other activities and in the restriction of family life. 
Life Cycle Demands 
Aldous {1978) proposed that family participation needs are 
associated with the family life cycle and the ages of family members. 
Family life cycle has been proposed as an influence upon the association 
between work and family life (Aldous, 1969; Kanter, 1977; Piotrkowski, 
1979; Rapoport & Rapoport, 1965; Voydafoff, 1980). Families are likely 
to experience the greatest economic strain during the early years of 
child rearing and during the adolescence of children (Moen & Moorehouse, 
1980), which motivates more participation in work at those stages. The 
coordination of responsibility is particularly complicated during the 
workers' young adulthood, when career establishment makes demands for 
high time investment and family life is in the highly demanding pre-
school child stage (Voydanoff, 1980). 
Institutional Schedule Rigidity 
Schedules of institutions such as the schools and churches tend 
to be highly rigiu, placing temporal demands on family members which 
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can conflict with work demands. Irregular schedules of work such as 
nightwork and rotating shifts increase the potential for conflict 
(Finn, 1981), out schedule conflicts have been found among dayworkers 
also (Resow, 1979; Tepas, 1979; Winett & Neale, 1980}. Specific prob-
lems for workers which are associated with institutional schedules 
include children arriving home from school before the parents, occa-
sional days of school vacation which the worker cannot share with the 
children, and offices and agencies being open chiefly during the hours 
the worker is working. 
Shiftwork and Family Life 
Over 10 million Americans work on schedules other than dayshift, 
but there has been relatively little information available regarding 
the impacts of work schedule upon famlly 1 ife (Finn, 1981}. Schedule 
conflicts are more strongly associated with family problems than are 
high levels of time involvement in work (P1eck et al., 1980), and 
schedule conflicts are more frequent among shiftworkers than among day-
workers (Matt et al., 1965). 
Shiftwork has been an issue of debate for many years and is con-
sidered to have negative effects upon the workers 1 lives (Aldous, 1969; 
Brown, 1959; Finn, 1981). Numerous schedules are included in the 
shiftwork category. However, most are stable schedules, with the same 
hours being worked each afternoon or evening, or are rotating schedules, 
with work hours changing between two or more workshifts (Rutenfranz et 
al., 1976). 
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Interference of work with family life is one of the most frequent 
complaints among shiftworkers (Mott et al., 1965). Marital strain is 
more frequent among shiftworkers than among dayworkers, but it is not 
clear whether marital strain preceded shiftwork or is a result of the 
schedule conflict (Mott et al., 1965). Irregular schedules and night-
work limit workers• opportunities to participate in household chores 
(Aldous, 1969; Matt et al., 1965), parental responsibilities (Aldous, 
1969; Shostak, 1969), and marital relationships (Matt et al., 1965). 
In many cases, schedule conflict grants free time to shiftworkers 
while other family members are at shcool or at work. The separation 
of the workers from their families during leisure contributes to feel-
ings of isolation and can lead to the workers• meeting psychosocial 
needs outside the family. This potential is associated with 
Piotrkowski •s (1979) idea that meeting one•s psychosocial needs else-
where will decrease the person•s motivation to participate in family 
1 ife. 
Matt and his associates (1965) surveyed male workers on four work 
schedules: stable dayshift, stable afternoon shift, stable nightshift, 
and a rotating schedule which involved work on each of the three shifts. 
The study included analysis of the family participation of the workers. 
Specific family activities were found to be most restricted by the 
afternoon and the night shifts (see Chart 1). The typical time struc-
ture of the family activities was proposed as the cause of the associa-
tion U1ott et al., 1965). 
Chart 1 
Workshift and Restriction of Family Activities 
on Afternoon, Night, and Rotating Shifts 
Activities Equally Restricted on Afternoon and Night: 
* Housework assistance 
General social activities 
* Maintaining marital empathy 
Activities Most Restricted on Afternoon Shift: 
+ Companionship with family 
Providing diversion for wife 
* Decision-making 
Training of children 
Activities Most Restricted on Night Shift: 
* Sexual activity 
+ Protection of home late at night 
Activities Most Restricted on Rotating Shift: 
Coordination of family activities 
Attending family events, reunions, weddings 
Avoidance of friction in family 
Activities Less Restricted on Rotating Shift: 
Marital happiness rating 
(Findings of Matt et al., 1965) 
*also negative among rotating shift workers 
+less negative among rotating shift workers 
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Rotating Work Schedule and Family Life 
Rotating work schedules are found in many round-the-clock opera-
tions such as hospitals and police departments (Rutenfranz et al., 
1978). Some manufacturing firms also have been scheduling workers on 
rotating shifts for many years (Vernon, 1921; Walker, 1961). 
Early research of workers on rotating schedules revealed surveys 
which sought rates of satisfaction and anecdotal information (Banks, 
1956; Brown, 1959), with no attempt to identify characteristics associ-
ated with particular responses. Brown (1959) reported that rotating 
shift workers develop three separate domestic routines, and that rotat-
ing shiftworkers report fewer of the disadvantages of nightwork than are 
reported by workers on stable nightshift schedules. Banks (1956) 
reported that wives are inconveniences in their household routine when 
their husbands• work schedules change from stable shifts to rotating 
shifts. Neither study compared the subjects to each other to seek 
characteristics associated with the responses to the survey. 
Wedderburn (1967) found that workers• satisfaction with a rotat-
ing work schedule is not associated with their age nor with their mari-
tal status. The most frequently mentioned advantage of rotating sched-
ules is the greater amount of time off; the most frequently mentioned 
disadvantages are nightwork and work on weekends (Wedderburn, 1967). 
A more extensive study of work schedule (Matt et al., 1965) util-
ized the most comprehensive measurement and developed the most sophisti-
cated method of analysis up to that time. The study by Matt and his 
associates (1965) was a widely focused investigation of the physical, 
social, and psychological effects of four work schedules. Male workers 
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were surveyed from dayshift, afternoon shift, nightshift, and rotating 
shift schedules. The findings were discussed above and are presented 
in Chart 1. 
The rotating shift workers report that they experienced many of 
the same problems reported by workers on stable afternoon and night 
schedules (Chart 1}. Companionship with family members and late night 
protection of the home are less limited among rotating shift workers 
than among the workers on afternoon or night schedules. Family activi-
ties most negatively reported by the rotating shift workers are coordi-
nation of family activity and attendance of family events such as 
weddings and reunions. Two complaints found among rotating shift 
workers are the repeated adjustment to the nightwork schedule and that 
the schedule•s complexity leads to the workers• being left out of 
social functions by friends (Matt et al., 1965). 
The general level of social activity is similar for all members 
not on dayshift--rotating shiftworkers, afternoon workers, and night-
workers. Marital happiness is higher among rotating shiftworkers than 
among workers on afternoon and night schedules. The most frequently 
named advantage of rotating schedules is longer breaks between shifts, 
rather than typical weekend breaks (Matt et al., 1965). 
Descriptive findings regarding the family life of workers on 
rotating shifts have been included in two recent articles which focused 
upon the health consequences of rotating schedules (Jamal & Jamal, 1982; 
Koller et al., 1978). Koller and associates (1978) included in their 
sample 32 men who had left rotating schedules to work on dayshift. The 
group that had left rotating schedules had a higher divorce rate than 
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either dayworkers or men who had stayed on rotation. The direction of 
causality, whether divorce was a result of rotating schedules, was not 
testable in the study. Some support for the attribution of stress to 
rotation was presented, however. Over one-fourth of the men who left 
rotating shifts reported that their families were a reason for the 
schedule change (Koller et al., 1978). 
A study by Jamal and Jamal (1982) included workers in the sample 
from hospitals and manufacturing; some of each group were employed on 
rotating schedules and the others were employed en stable schedules. 
Rotating shiftworkers spent less time each week with family members and 
more time with friends than did stable shiftworkers. These findings are 
supportive of the proposal by Piotrkowski (1979) that schedule conflicts 
isolate workers from their families and can be associated with increased 
meeting of psychosocial needs outside the family. 
Summary and Hypotheses 
Shiftwork, especially work on rotating shifts, is generally 
associated with negative effects upon the lives of workers (Aldous, 
1969; Brown, 1959; Finn, 1981). One of the most frequent complaints 
among shiftworkers is that shiftwork schedules interfere with family 
life (Matt et al., 1965}. The schedule of work and the work demands 
influence the worker 1 S participation in household tasks (Aldous, 1969; 
Matt et al., 1965}, marital roles (Matt et al., 1965), and parental 
roles (Aldous, 1969}. 
Preferences and expectations of the worker and of the worker 1s 
family influence the association between work and family life 
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consequences (Brinkeroff & White, 1978; Godwin, 1980; Keith & Schafer, 
1980; Nye & Gecas, 1976; Piotr~owski, 1979; Scanzoni, 1970, 1978). The 
level of task participation preferred (Scanzoni, 1978; Yogev. 1981) and 
family interaction preferred (Piotrkowski, 1979) influence the reported 
impact of work demands on family life. Extension to the issue of 
family participation among workers on rotating shifts is a logical test 
of the previously found mediation by preferences. 
H1: Preferences regarding family task participation and family 
closeness will be associated with the amount of difficulty 
reported in family activities related to the household 
tasks, childcare, and the relationship with one's partner. 
The most frequently researched topic regarding shift work has 
been physical health. The quality of physical hea1th decreases among 
shiftworkers and workers on rotating shifts (Akerstedt & Torsvall, 1978; 
Mott et al ., 1965; Rutenfranz et al., 1976; Tasto, 1978; Verhaegen et 
al., 1981). Health consequences have been assumed to restrict the 
worker's ability to perform family activities (Matt et al., 1965; 
Piotrkowski, 1979). Fatigue and illness are attributed to restriction 
of activity which relates to personal health and leisure. 
H2: The reported difficulty in the performance of activities 
which are related to personal health and leisure will be 
associated with the amount of difficulty reported in family 
activities related to the household tasks, childcare, and 
the r~lationship with one's partner. 
Personal characteristics, age, and marital status are not associ-
ated w(th satisfaction on rotating work shifts (Wedderburn, 1967). 
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Gender has yet to be tested in research on rotating shift job satisfac-
tion. Due to the finding that women prefer more family participation 
and cohesion than men (KamarovskY, 1964; Orthner, 1975), any differences 
between the sexes probably would be linked to the preference differences. 
H3: The sex, age, and living arrangement of workers will not be 
associated with the amount of difficulty reported in family 
activities related to the household tasks, childcare, and 
the relationship with one's partner. 
One characteristic which has been found to impact on family par-
ticipation is the presence of children in the home (Aldous, 1969~ 
Voydanoff, 1980}. Because competing demands from family life and work 
associate with the participation possible and desired in the two spheres 
(Matt et al., 1965}, the number of children would be an influence which 
mediates the association of rotating work schedules with reported family 
restrictions. 
H4: The number of children in the worker's home will be associ-
ated with the amount of difficulty reported in family 
activities related to the household tasks, childcare, and 
the relationship with one's partner. 
Schedule conflicts have been found to have a role in the restric-
tion of family activities which is found among workers (Matt et al., 
1965; Pleck et al., 1980). The rigidity of institutional schedules and 
the tendency of family life to follow a schedule conforming with day-
work create an atmosphere which isolates a worker on shift or rotating 
schedules from most of the community, including their family (Mott 
et al., 1965; Pleck et a1., 1980; Rutenfranz et al., 1976). Two 
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specific types of schedule conflict are attendance of school or daycare 
which has inflexible hours by children and the partner working on a con-
flicting schedule. 
H5: The presence of schedule conflicts will be associated with 
the amount of difficulty reported in family activities 
related to household tasks, childcare, and the relationship 
with one•s partner. 
Testing of the above hypotheses required locating and surveying 
a group of rotating shift workers witn sufficient variation in their 
family and demographic characteristics. The methods by which this was 
done are described in the following chapter. 
CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHODS 
This chapter contains a description of the survey sample, 
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the research procedure, the measurement instrument, data analyses, and 
the limitations and contributions of the survey. 
Survey Sample 
Two hundred rotating shift workers agreed to participate in the 
study. All were solicited at the Celanese Industries plant in Salisbury, 
North Carolina, where almost 2,300 textile workers are employed. Ninety 
workers completed surveys and sent them to the investigator. Demo-
graphic data, presented in Table 1, indicated that sex was fairly 
balanced; 54% of those workers responding were male. Respondents 
ranged in age from 26 to 61 years; the average age was 43.3 years old. 
The most frequent living arrangement reported by the respondents was 
with a partner, reported by 80% of the workers, and the majority of 
partners were reported to work on conflicting schedules. Among the 
respondents, 57% had children below 19 years old living with them. 
Seven respondents were single parents. Despite attempts to balance 
across racial lines, only seven nonwhites responded to the survey. 
Sampling was performed without employer assistance. There was 
no sampling frame; the sample was nonrandomly selected by solicitation 
among Celanese workers most conveniently approached. Follow-up con-
sisted of informal mention of the survey among the workers. Only non-
management workers were included in the sample. 
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Table 1 
Demographic Information 
Total a Males Females 
(N = 90) (N = 49) (N = 40) 
Age: 
26-34 14 8 6 
35-43 32 21 11 
44-52 26 16 10 
53-61 18 4 13 (x = 43.3) (x = 41.8) (x = 45.1) 
Living Arrangement: 
Alone 9 lb 8 
With Parent 2 1 1 
With Partner 71 46 24 
With Child 6 1 5 
Other 2 0 2 
Number of Children below 19 now in Home: 
None 39 13 25 
1 18 11 7 
2 20 16 4 
3 11 7 4 
4 1 1 0 
6 1 1 0 
= 101) = 74) = 27) 
(x = 1.2) ( x = 1.5) ( x = .7) 
Race: 
White 83 47 35 
Black 6 1 5 
Other 1 1 0 
Partner•s Work Schedule: 
At Home 12 11 1 
Matched Rotating Shift 7 3 4 
Part-time 2 1 1 
Full-time Fixed Shift 43 27 16 
Other 6 3 3 
No Response 20 4 15 
aone subject did not report sex and could not be included in the sex-
difference tabulations. 
bOne male worker lived with his parents and children. Although six 
workers lived as single parents with only their chi ld(ren), he brought 
the total number of single parents to seven. 
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Research Procedure 
Participation was solicited by a high-seniority employee at the 
Salisbury Celanese plant. Rotating shift workers were approached at 
work breaks or as the workers left the plant. The solicitor spoke 
briefly with the worker about the issue of rotation schedules as it 
impacts upon workers' lives, and then asked if the worker would complete 
a questionnaire. Workers agreeing to participate in the study were 
given a survey package which contained a cover letter, a questionnaire, 
and a stamped envelope addressed to the investigator. 
Workers took the survey packages from the workplace and completed 
them at their convenience. Workers completed only scales on the survey 
which were relevant to them: i.e., all completed items regarding house-
hold tasks, parents completed items regarding childcare, and workers 
living with a partner completed items regarding relationships with 
partners. Completed questionnaires were mailed to the investigator. 
The solicitation and survey return phases of the procedure occurred 
during February and March of 1984. 
Measurement Instrument 
The dependent variable in the study was the degree of difficulty 
in family activities. The independent variables were differences in 
family li-e preferences, degree of restriction in personal need activi-
ties, demographic factors, number of children, and degree of schedule 
conflicts. Workers also reported their feelings regarding time con-
flict, work-family interference, schedule satisfaction, and job satis-
faction. 
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All variables were measured through items on a self-administered 
questionnaire (see Appendix A). The dependent variable, degree of 
family activity difficulty, was measured through three scales which 
measured the degree of difficulty in household tasks, childcare, and 
activities related to the partners' relationship. Each family activity 
area was measured by a five-item scale, developed from the scale 
devised earlier by the Family Impact Seminar at George Washington 
University (Johnson & Bohen, 1978). 
The responses t.o the five items in each scale were on a five-
point range related to the ease or difficulty the worker experienced 
performing specific activities. Response options were 11 Very easy" to 
"very difficult .. on the Johnson and Bohen (1978) scale1, and the 
responses to the five items were summed to create a score on each area 
of family activity ranging from 5 to 25. 
Because the current study included areas of family activity not 
included in the Johnson and Bohen (1978) scale, additional items were 
designed by the investigator on the same format regarding activities in 
other areas. Items were designed which globally referred to the three 
areas of family activity. These items were developed to facilitate 
testing of the association of separate items to the concepts of the 
three scales. 
Independent variables were measured on the questionnaire through 
a range of formats. In this study, living arrangement was measured 
instead of marital status. The measure was selected because the pres-
ence of a cooperating adult seems to be a more salient influence on 
family activity than is legal status. 
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The most complex measurement was of family life preference, 
which was measured in two separate scales as family task participation 
preference and family cohesion preference. Family task participation 
preference was measured through a derivation of the scale used earlier 
by Godwin (1980). A list of household tasks was presented and the 
subjects were asked their feelings regarding participations in each 
task. Godwin's (1980) method involved categories which were neither 
linear nor mutually exclusive. The current study utilized the twelve 
tasks from Godwinrs (1980} scale, but responses were limited to three--
hate participation, feel neutral, or enjoy participation.2 The scores 
were constructed by summing the responses to items on the 12 tasks; 
score range was from 12 to 36. A global item asking whether household 
tasks are in general enjoyed or would be avoided if possible was also 
included on the questionnaire, to test whether the scale appeared to be 
representative of task participation preference in general. 
Family cohesion preference was measured by the FACES II subscale 
of ideal family cohesion (Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, & 
Wilson, 1982}. The subscale includes 16 items which are responded to in 
five degrees. The scoring involves summation of the scores for the 
items into a single score per subject, with a range from 16 to 80. 
Personal-need difficulty was measured by scale items with the 
format of the independent variable measures (Johnson & Bohen, 1978) 
discussed above. A global item was developed for the scale to test the 
association of the scale items and the concept of personal-need activity. 
As in the measures of family activity difficulty, the five items were 
summed to create a score for personal-need activity difficulty with a 
range from 5 to 25. 
Schedule conflict was measured in two ways--as the number of 
children attending daycare or school and through the partner•s work 
schedule. The larger the number of family members meeting a schedule 
which conflicts with the rotating work schedule, the less shared time 
and temporal flexibility there will be in a family. The number of 
children attending daycare or school was measured through an open-
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ended item. The partner•s work schedule was measured through a multiple-
choice item with six response options. 
Feelings of time conflict were measured with two items--how often 
the worker wanted more time for the family and how often the worker felt 
time off did not match the family•s schedule. Both items had five 
options, from 11always 11 to 11never 11 , and the summed item scores produced 
a score with a range from 2 to 10, with ten indicating a high level of 
schedule conflict. Work-family interference was measured with one item; 
the score range was from 1 to 4. Schedule satisfaction and job satis-
faction were measured separately through single items, each having a 
range of 11 Very satisfied .. to 11 Very unsatisfied 11 and a score range from 
1 to 5. 
Data Ana lyses 
The responses to questions were placed into a file of the VAX 
computer system, and scores were computed for the multiple-item measure-
ments. Analyses were conducted with SSPS-X programs--descriptives, 
frequencies, correlation, and regression procedures were executed. 
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Descriptives and frequencies were utilized in the sample descrip-
tion, assessment of response tendencies of the sample, and judging the 
appropriateness of variables for analysis. 
Correlation of independent and dependent variables provided the 
hypothesis-testing procedure. The sample for correlations of dependent 
variables and household task difficulty was the total sample, parents 
were the sample for correlations with childcare, and only the workers 
living with a partner were in the sample for correlations with activi-
ties associated with partners• relationship. Additional correlations 
between dependent and independent variables, with other samples, pro-
vided additional information. 
Correlation between dependent variables was measured to assess 
the cohesiveness of the three areas of family activity. Correlation of 
each dependent variable scale and the associated global item tested the 
appropriateness of the scale as a measure of the scale concept. Corre-
lation between feelings of time conflict and the dependent variables, 
and of dependent variables and work-family interference and schedule 
satisfaction, furnished additional information regarding the dependent 
variables• measurement. Correlation of personal-need activity difficulty 
scale and the global item tested the scale•s appropriateness as a mea-
sure of the scale concept. 
Regression procedures entered the independent variables found to 
be significantly correlated with each dependent variable into an equation 
predicting that dependent variable. The regression procedure tested the 
amount of impact the independent variables had upon the dependent 
variable. 
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Limitations 
The st~dy was limited by the sample selection method, which was 
nonrandom and confined to one textile plant. The sample size (N = 90) 
was rather small, another source of generalization-restriction. 
Measurement was through a self-administered questionnaire which 
included scale items developed for other survey research and items 
developed for this study. Sample and measurement limitations were 
accepted by the investigation after extensive search for appropriate 
methodology. 
Contributions 
Unique contributions of the study are the inclusion of family 
preference measurement in an investigation of the impacts of rotating 
schedules on home life, separate analysis of three family activity areas 
within relevant subsamples, and comparison of male and female workers' 
reports regarding family impacts from rotating work schedules. 
The study contributed additional information to the literature 
on the impact of work schedules on families, and tested methodology. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
This chapter contains the results of analyses for testing the 
measurement instruments and the hypotheses. The first section will 
present findings related to the survey instrument. Organization of 
the second section is based upon a sequential presentation of the 
hypotheses; each hypothesis is presented with the results of Pearson 
correlation analysis.. The final section will present the results of 
regression procedures, indicating the predictive power of variables 
found to significantly correlate with the dependent variables. 
Measurement of Family Activity Difficulty 
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The. scales developed for measurement of family activity diffi-
culty were tested in relation to one another and in relation to feelings 
of schedule satisfaction, time conflict, and work-family interference. 
The appropriateness of the specific scale items as measures of the 
family activity area was tested by measuring correlation between the 
summed scale scores and responses to the related global items on the 
survey. 
The family activity difficulty reported in all three family 
areas was found to correlate significantly(£< .05) with schedule 
satisfaction, work-family interference, and time conflict (Table 2). 
The three subscales also were found to significantly correlate with each 
other (£ < .01, Table 3). These findings support the developed scales 
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Table 2 
Schedule Satisfaction, Degree of t~ork-Fami ly Interference, and Feeling 
of Time Conflict Correlated with the Difficulty Subscales 
Variaflle 
Task activity difficulty 
Childcare difficulty 
Relationship activity 
difficulty 
Personal need activity 
difficulty · 
a.E. <. .01 
b 
I! ..... 05 
Schedule Dis- Work-Family Time Conflict 
. satisfaction. Interference Feelings 
.48a .54 a -.236 
.57 a .63a -.44a 
.41a .58 a -.40a 
.59 a .62a - .4la 
as measuring aspects of family life which are similarly affected by work 
and work schedules, and which are associated with feelings related to 
time conflict and satisfaction. The significant correlations between 
scale responses and responses to global items support the appropriate-
ness of the specific items included on the dependent variable scales 
(.E. ~ .01, Table 3). 
Scale ranges and means are presented in Table 4. The respondents 
reported somewhat negative outcomes in both the childcare area and 
the relationship with partner, but not in household task activity. 
Preferences indicate that the respondents were interested in household 
task participation and in having cohesive families. 
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Table 3 
Correlations Between Family Subscales and Between Subsca1e and Global 
Item 
Household Task 
Childcare 
All correlations significance .000. 
Subscale and Global Item: 
Childcare 
.613 
(parent) 
Household task (total sample) .669 
Childcare (parents) .739 
Relationship (with partner) .793 
All correlations significance .000. 
Testing of Hypotheses 
Relationship 
.~4 
(partner) 
.703 
(parent) 
H1: Preferences regarding family instrumental participation 
and family closeness will be correlated with the amount of 
difficulty reported in family activities related to (1.1) 
household taskss (1.2) childcares and (1 .3) the relation-
ship with one•s partner. 
Six correlations were predicted by the hypothesis between family 
task and cohesion preferences and each area of family activity. Con-
trary to predictions task participation preference did not correlate 
strongly with the reported difficulty in family activity (Tables 5, 6, 
and 7}. The family cohesion preference was significantly correlated 
36 
Table 4 
Range and Midpoint on Absolute and Sample Scales of Analysis 
Range Mean Sample •s 
Jl:6so1ute Samp1e Abso1ute Samp1e Outcome 
Personal need 5-25 5-20 15 16.63 More negative 
difficulty 5-25 5-20 15 16.63 More negative 
Household task 
difficulty 5-25 5-24 15 14.17 Less negative 
Chi ldcare 
difflcul ty 5-25 5-21 15 17.06 More negative 
Relationship 
difficulty 5-25 5-24 15 16 .13 More negative 
Task preference 12-36 14-35 24 23.09 Enjov more 
Cohesion preference 16-64 30-64 40 46.0 Prefer cohesion 
Work-family 
interference 1-4 1-4 2.5 3.21 More negative 
Time conflict 2-8 2-8 5 4.41 More ne9ati ve 
Schedule satisfaction 1-5 1-5 3 3.29 Less satisfied 
job satisfaction 1-5 1-5 3 2.33 More satisfied 
with household task difficulty (!: = -.35, .E.< .01, Table 5) and with 
difficulty in activities concerned with the relationship with the 
partner(~= -.28, .E.< .05, Table 7). Difficulty reported in childcare 
was not correlated strongly with the family cohesion preference 
(Table 6). 
H2: The reported difficul~v in performance of activities 
related to personal health and leisure needs will be 
Table 5 
Correlations with. Household Task Difficulty 
TKDF TKPF AGE 
COHPF -.35a -.26° .04 
TKPF -.08 -.18 
AGE .17 
SEX -.16 
ARRG -.15 
PTSHD • 16 
NOCH -.01 
PND .68a 
a .E. <. .01 
b .05 .E.· 
AGE = age 
SEX = sex 
ARRG = living arrangement 
PTSHD = partner•s schedule 
NOCH = number of children 
SEX ARRG 
-.03 .2lb 
-.18 -.06 
.09 -.11 
.30a 
PTSHD NOCH 
-.07 -.10 
.05 .2lb 
.08 -.46a 
-.04 -.26b 
-.3la -.06 
.07 
NOSCL = number of children attending daycare or school 
PND = personal need activity difficulty 
COHPF = family cohesion preference 
TKPF = task participation preference 
TKDF = task activity difficulty 
CHCRDF = childcare difficulty 
RLTDF = relationship activity difficulty 
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.NOSCL PND 
-.05 .20 
.22b .00 
-.49a .16 
-.26b -.02 
-.06 -.13 
.03 .20 
.96a -.01 
Table 6 
Correlations with Childcare Difficulty 
CHCROF TKPF AGE SEX ARRG PTSHD NOCH 
COHPF -.17 .05 -.23 
TKPF -.09 -.15 
AGE .26 
SEX -.02 
ARRG -.13 
PTSHD .26 
NOCH -.22 
NOSCL -.32b 
PND • 73a 
a.E. . .01 
b.E. .05 
AGE = age 
SEX = sex 
ARRG = living arrangement 
PTSHD = partner•s schedule 
NOCH = number of children 
-.17 .21 -.06 .11 
-.19 -.09 -.23 .17 
-.06 .22 b .34 -.14 
.43b -.02 -.12 
b -.31 -.04 
-.01 
NOSCL = number of children attending daycare or school 
PND = personal need activity difficulty 
COHPF = family cohesion preference 
TKPF = task participation preference 
TKDF = task activity difficulty 
CHCRDF = childcare difficulty 
RLTDF = relationship activity difficulty 
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NOSCL PND 
.21 -.36a 
-.01 .09 
-.27 .09 
-.12 .07 
-.03 -.27 
-.09 .29 
.90 -.02 
-.14 
Table 7 
Correlations with Relationship Difficulty 
RLTDF TKPF 
COHPF -.28a .24a 
TKPF -.01 
AGE .17 
SEX -.03 
PTSHD .18 
NOCH -.02 
NOSCL -.05 
PND .72b 
a .E.. .05 
b .01 .E.. 
AGE = age 
SEX = sex 
ARRG = living arrangement 
PTSHD =partner's schedule 
NOCH = number of children 
AGE SEX 
.13 -.03 
-.03 -.14 
.11 
PTSHD NOCH 
-.01 -.08 
-.23 -.02 
-.06 -.54b 
.27a -.26a 
-.14 
NOSCL = number of children attending daycare or school 
PND = personal need activity difficulty 
COHPF = family cohesion preference 
TKPF = task participation preference 
TKDF = task activity difficulty 
CHCRDF = childcare difficulty 
RLTDF = relationship activity difficulty 
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NOSCL PND 
-.01 .26a 
-.04 .00 
-.57b .13 
-.25a .05 
-.16 .14 
.95b -.06 
-.13 
40 
correlated with the amount of difficulty reported in family 
activities related to (2.1} household tasks, (2.2) child-
care, and (2.3} the relationship with one•s partner. 
Three correlations were predicted by the hypothesis between 
activities difficulty and difficulty in each area of family activity. 
As predicted, personal activity difficulty did strongly correlate with 
difficulty regarding household tasks(~= .68, R< .01, Table 5), 
childcare (~ = .73, £ < .01, Table 6), and relationship activities 
(~ = .72, £< .01, Table 7). 
H3: The sex, age, and living arrangement of workers will not be 
correlated 1r1ith the amount of difficulty reported in family 
activities related to (3.1) household tasks. (3.2) child-
care, and (3.3} the relationship with one•s partner. 
Nine nonsignificant correlations were predicted by the hypothesis 
between sex, age, and living arrangement and difficulty in each area of 
family activity. Due to the limitation of respondents to relationship 
activity scale to only those living with a partner, living arrangement 
was not tested against the relationship area of family activity. All 
eight correlations were nonsignificant, as predicted (Table 5, 6, and 7). 
H4: The number of children will be correlated with the amount 
of difficulty reported in family activities related to 
(4.1) household tasks, (4.2} childcare, and (4.3} the rela-
tionship with one•s partner. 
Three correlations were predicted by the hypothesis between 
number of children and difficulty in each area of family activity. 
Contrary to prediction, all three correlations were nonsignificant 
(Tables 5, 6, and 7). 
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H5: The presence of schedule conflicts will be correlated with 
the amount of difficulty reported in family activities 
related to (5.1) household tasks, (5.2) childcare, and 
(5.3) the relationship with one•s partner. 
Six correlations were predicted by the. hypothesis between number 
of children in daycare or school and the partner working on a conflict-
ing schedule, as schedule conflicts, and difficulty in each area of 
family activity. Contrary to prediction, number of children in daycare 
or school was not significantly correlated with the difficulty in 
household tasks and relationship activities. The correlation of 
children in scheduled settinys and childcare difficulty was significant 
(.!:,. = -.32, .E.. .05, Table 6), in direction opposite prediction. 
Partner•s work schedule was not significantly correlated with difficulty 
in any family area. 
Regression Procedures 
Multiple regression procedures including the independent varia-
bles which were significantly correlated witn tne dependent variables 
(household tasks, childcare, and relationship activities) analyzed the 
influence of those variables upon family activity difficulty. 
Restriction of Household Tasks 
Significant correlations were found between reported household 
task difficulty and two independent variables, personal need activity 
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difficulty and family cohesion preference {Table 4). Regression pro-
cedures indicated that over half of the variance in reported household 
task difficulty was expalined by the two variables {R2 = .559, Table 8). 
Restriction of activities re·lated to personal needs ( ~ = .636, .E.. < .01) 
and family cohesion preference { p = • 225, .2. ( • 01 ) were both high 1 y 
significant in the equation. Contrary to prediction, preference for 
highly cohesive family was an influence which reduced the level of 
difficulty reported. 
Table 8 
Influences on Household Task Difficulty 
Variable Beta 
Personal need difficulty 
Cohesion preference 
R .7158 
R2 .5124 
N 90 
F = 45.709 Significance .001 
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Restriction of Childcare 
Significant correlations were found between reported childcare 
difficulty and two independent variables, personal need activity diffi-
culty and the number of children in daycare or school (Table 6). 
Regression procedures indicated that over half of the variance in 
reported childcare difficulty among parents was explained by the two 
variables (R2 = .58, Table 9). Restriction of personal-need activities 
( fi = .695, .E....( .01) and number of children in daycare or school 
( ~ = -.225, .E.. ,.(..05) were significant in the equation. Number of chil-
dren in school or daycare reduced the reported amount of difficulty in 
childcare, contrary to prediction. 
Table 9 
Influences on Childcare Difficulty 
Variable 
Personal need difficulty 
Number of children in daycare or school 
R . 7594 
R2 • 5767 
N 51 
F = 32.698 
a .E.. i. . 01 
b .e.< .05 
Significance .001 
Beta 
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Restriction of Relationship Activities 
Significant correlations were found between the amount of diffi-
culty reported in performing relationship-oriented activities and two 
independent variables, the amount of difficulty in performing personal 
need activities,and the level of family cohesion preferred (Table 7). 
The regression procedures indicated that the two variables explained 
over half of the variance in relationship activity difficulty (R2 - .534, 
Table 10). Personal need activity difficulty was highly significant in 
the equation ( ~= .699, £.<.01). 
Table 10 
Influences on Relationship Difficulty 
Variable 
Personal need difficulty 
Cohesion preference 
R .7308 
R2 . 5341 
N 69 
F = 37.827 
a £. < .01 
Significance .001 
Additional Findings 
Beta 
.699a 
-.100 
Comparison of gender subgroups' average scores revealed that 
there were no differences which were significant (Table 11), supportive 
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Table 11 
Mean Scores on Family Difficulty and Family Preference Scales 
Household Child- Relation- Cohesion Task 
Sample Task care ship Preference Preference 
Total 14.17 17.06 16.12 48.05 23.09 
Males 14.63 17.11 16.17 48.09 23.67 
Females 13.43 16.93 16.08 47.86 22.47 
Parents 14.29 17.06 16.50 46.61 23.29 
Fathers 14.22 17.11 16.06 47.47 23.92 
Mothers 14.47 16.93 17.91 44.17 21.80 
Partners 14.46 17.26 15.87 47.52 23.36 
Male partners '14.62 17.18 16.02 47.72 23.75 
Female partners 13.96 17.56 15.61 47.10 22.53 
Note: All t tests between sexes (male-female, mother-father, 
partners-female partners) were insignificant, R ~ .2. 
and male 
of Hypothesis 3. Males reported more difficulty with household tasks 
and preference for more task participation than did females. Mothers 
reported more difficulty with relationship activities, and preferences 
for less task participation and lower family cohesion, than did 
fathers. 
Although not correlated among the total sample, the partner's 
work schedule correlated with household task difficulty among parents 
(Table 12,!. = .34, £. ~ .05). 
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Table 12 
Correlations with Family Difficulty Subscales Among Selected Subgroups 
Task Childcare 
Diffi cul tl 
w • eli t:1 • Pi 
Diffi cul tx 
Tota t ~1. P'f 
COHPF -.Sla -.4la -.13 -.13 
TKPF .10 .05 -.00 -.01 
PND .74a .67a .57 a .60a 
SEX .02 .10 .01 .03 
AGE .22 .14 .15 .17 
ARRG .26 c . 11 c 
NOCH -.07 -.02 -.14 -.19 
NOSCL -.18 -.09 -. 21 -.28b 
PTSHD .34b .10 .19 .21 
a£.< .01 
b..e. < .05 
cAbsent data, subgroup contains only one living 
partner}, so no variance is present. 
Jl.GE = Age 
SEX = sex 
ARRG = living arrangement 
PTSHD = partner•s schedule 
NOCH = number of children 
Relationship 
Diffi CUltl 
Total \1.1 .CH 
-.226 -.20 
.00 .01 
.61 a .62a 
.00 . 16 
.11 .25 
.09 .02 
-.03 -.24 
-.06 -.27 
.09 . 15 
arrangement (with 
NOSCL = number of children attending daycare or school 
PND = personal need activity difficultY 
COHPF = family cohesion preference 
TKPF = task participation preference 
TKDF = task activity difficulty 
CHCRDF = childcare difficulty 
RLTDF = relationship activity difficulty 
Summary 
The scales were supported as useful measures of family aspects 
vulnerable to work and work schedule impacts. 
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Hypothesis 1, that family preferences are correlated with family 
impacts, was partially supported. Preference regarding task participa-
tion was not correlated with family impacts. Cohesion preference was 
correlated with difficulty in tasks and relationship activities; more 
difficulty was reported by respondents wanting lower cohesion. 
Hypothesis 2, that difficulty in activities related to personal 
needs correlated with family impacts, was totally and strongly supported. 
Hypothesis 3, that age, sex, and living arrangement were not 
correlated with family impacts, was supported. 
Hypothesis 4, that number of children was correlated with family 
impacts, was totally unsupported. 
Hypothesis 5, that schedule conflicts were correlated with family 
impacts, was unsupported. Neither schedule conflicts due to children 
attending daycare or school nor conflicts due to partner working on 
another schedule resulted in higher difficulty being reported. Child-
care was less negatively reported by parents with children on a con-
flicting schedule. 
Over half of the variance in reported difficulty was found to be 
explained by the independent variables significantly correlated with 
each family area, although only two variables were included in each 
equation. 
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In somewhat less sophisticated analysis,! tests of subgroup 
averages, Hypothesis 3 was slightly weakened. Men reported more diffi-
culty regarding household tasks than women, and mothers reported more 
difficulty in relationship activities than fathers. 
Among parents, unlike the total sample, Hypothesis 5 was given 
some support. Household tasks were reported as significantly more 
difficult by parents whose partners were on a conflicting work schedule. 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
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The current study was an investigation of the association 
between several characteristics of workers on rotating schedules and 
workers• reported restriction of family participation. Information was 
collected through self-administered questionnaires, which included 
questions regarding family life preferences, family structure, schedule 
conflicts with family members, and restriction of activities related to 
personal needs and family life. Questionnaires were returned for 
analysis by 90 textile workers on rotation schedules. There was a near 
balance between the sexes in the sample, and most were living with a 
partner (80%) and with children under 19 years old (57%). All sample 
members were blue-collar workers at a textile manufacturing plant in a 
nonurban section of North Carolina. 
Correlational procedures measured the strength of associations 
between difficulty reported regarding family participation and the 
independent variables, which were selected through a literature review. 
Regression procedures were utilized with the variables significantly 
correlated, producing information about the amount of influence the 
independent variables had upon family activity restriction. 
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Findings 
Due to the nature of rotating shift work, some impact on the 
workers• performance of household tasks, childcare, and activities 
related to the marital relationship was anticipated. Age, sex, and 
living arrangement were expected to be unrelated to family activities, 
while the degree of difficulty was expected to be affected by 
(1) family life preferences, (2) difficulty meeting personal needs, 
(3) number of children, and (4) schedule conflicts with other family 
members. Separate analysis was performed regarding three family activ-
ity areas: household tasks, childcare, and activities related to the 
relationship with one's partner. 
Household Tasks 
The sampled workers on rotating shifts reported little restric-
tion of household task performance. The level of family task partici-
pation preferred was not associated with the amount of difficulty 
reported in performing tasks, contrary to prediction. Family cohesion 
preference was significantly associated with task restriction, and was 
found to contribute significantly to a regression equation measuring 
the amount of influence upon task restriction. Contrary to prediction, 
workers reported less task restriction when they preferred highly 
cohesive family life. 
Restriction of activities related to personal health and leisure 
was significantly associated with task restriction and was the factor 
which contributed the greatest amount of influence to household task 
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restriction. This finding was predicted in the hypotheses~ and was the 
variable which performed most strongly as expected. 
Demographic factors--the worker's age, sex, and living arrange-
ment--were not significantly associated with task restriction. That 
finding was as predicted. Comparison of score averages across sex found 
that no gender difference was significant. Earlier literature 
(Komarovsky, 1964; Orthner, 1975) found that females were more inter-
ested in family tasks and cohesion than males; in the current study the 
males reported more task difficulty and preference for more task partic-
ipation and family cohesion than females. Task difficulty reported was 
close to equal for males and females with children or with a partner, 
suggesting that the difference among the sample was associated with the 
demographics of the sample--more men living with partners and with 
children. 
Association between the number of children and task difficulty 
was predicted but not found. Schedule conflicts from the partner's 
work schedule and child's attendance of school or daycare were predicted 
to be associated with task restriction, but only among parents was any 
association found and among that group only mate 1 s schedule was associ-
ated. 
Childcare 
The childcare activities were reported somewhat restricted by 
the sampled rotating shift workers. The level of family task participa-
tion preferred was not associated with reported childcare difficulty, 
contrary to prediction. Family cohesion preference also was not 
associated with childcare difficulty, although a relationship was 
found in other family life areas. 
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Restriction of activities related to personal health and leisure 
was found to be the variable most strongly associated with childcare 
restriction and to contribute the greatest amount of influence on 
childcare restriction, strongly performing as predicted. Demographic 
factors were not found to associate with childcare difficulty. Age, 
sex, and living arrangement were predicted to be unassociated, and the 
prediction was supported by the findings. The number of children was 
predicted to associate with childcare difficulty, but the prediction 
was not supported by the findings. 
Schedule conflicts, from partner 1s work schedule and child 1s 
attendance of daycare or school, were predicted to-e associated with 
childcare difficulty. The prediction was not supported by the findings. 
Parents with children in daycare or school were found to report less 
difficulty in childcare than other parents, and number of children in 
daycare or school was inversely associated with the reported difficulty. 
Number of children in daycare or school was also found to contribute 
significantly to a regression equation measuring the amount of influence 
from variables in the survey upon childcare restriction. 
Relationship Activities 
The activities associated with the relationship with one 1s part-
ner were reported somewhat restricted by the sampled rotating shift 
workers. The predicted association of relationship activity difficulty 
and the worker•s preference regarding family task participation was not 
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found. The preference regarding family cohesion was associated with 
difficulty reported, but in the manner opposite prediction. Family 
cohesion preference did not contribute a significant amount of informa-
tion to a regression equation measuring the amount of influence varia-
bles had upon relationship activity restriction. 
Restriction of activities related to personal health and leisure 
was significantly associated with restriction of activities related to 
the relationship with one's partner, as predicted. Personal need 
restriction was significant in a regression equation measuring influence 
of variables upon restriction of relationship activities. 
Demographic factors--the worker's age, sex, and living arrange-
ment--were not significantly associated with the restriction of activi-
ties related to the relationship with one's partner. The finding was 
predicted. Among parents, mothers were found to report more difficulty 
in the relationship activities than fathers reported. 
Association of activity restriction with the number of children 
was predicted, but not found. Schedule conflicts from partner's work 
schedule and child's attendance of daycare or school was also predicted 
to be associated with activity restriction, but no significant associa-
tion was found. 
Summary and Unquantified Findings 
Although many hypotheses were not supported, the exceptions being 
those regarding personal need activities and demographic variables, the 
data suggest that activities related to childcare and partnership rela-
tionships were restricted among workers on rotating shifts. The amount 
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of restriction reported was associated with the worker's satisfaction 
with the work schedule, reported feeling of time conflict, and interfer-
ence between work and family life. 
Most workers reported that they prefer to perform family tasks 
and to have a cohesive family life. The preference regarding task par-
ticipation was not found to be associated with family activity restric-
tion, and did not differ significantly between the sexes. ~en reported 
a preference for more cohesive families than women reported, and a pref-
erence for cohesion was associated with less difficulty in performance 
of household tasks and activities related to the partnership. The 
anticipation that females would prefer more cohesion was not supported 
in the current sample. One aspect of the sample which appears to be 
potentially related to the cohesion preference is the greater percent-
age of males in two-partner households (94% of males were living with a 
partner, 63% of females). Whether living with a partner is a cause or 
a product of cohesion preference, or whether the association is spurious 
is not available from the data. 
The workers differed greatly in their remarks about their work 
and family. One wrote, 11 I feel like a robot," due to scheduling prob-
lems which isolated her socially. A more optimistic remark was 11With 
swing shift, in one month you can balance things out (family time, 
appointments, time alone, etc.). 11 Although weekend work, schedule con-
flict, fatigue, holiday work, and isolation from the family were all 
frequently reported, the problems mentioned ranged to a broad extent. 
A divorced father wrote, 11 I blame most of my marital problems on rotat-
ing shift. It made us too independent of each other." 
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With so many remarks expressing frustrations, it is interesting 
to theorize why workers continue to work on rotation. The most fre-
quently given reason was financial, in that, for the level of training 
and the geographic area, the rate of pay and fringe benefits are 
relatively high. The next most frequent comment indicated resignation; 
for example, one woman remarked, 11 You cannot lead a normal life and work 
rotating shift. But I am not complaining at this point. 11 Despite 
schedule satisfaction being reported by only 43 workers, 81 reported 
they were satisfied with their jobs. 
Implications of the Study 
Methodologically, the current study shed light upon the sampling 
procedure and tested the developed scales. The sampling procedure, 
solicitation of available workers rather than a systematic procedure, 
did not restrict the variation among the sample to a point that useful 
analyses were not possible. Despite the low level of generalizability 
of the study, variation allowed testing of theory within the sample. 
The scales related to family activities in three areas and the 
family preference scales were tested in the study. The cohesion prefer-
ence scale detected differences and appeared to perform as a useful 
measure of the conceptualized variable. The task participation prefer-
ence measure was not correlated with other variables in the total 
sample, but did correlate with partner's work schedule among the 
parents. Scores appeared to be varied enough to gather useful informa-
tion. The inability of the scale to detect association, especially 
between desired task performance and task restriction reported, was 
somewhat surprising. 
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The family activity scales regarding childcare and relationship 
with one 1 s partner operated in a manner indicating the scales were use-
ful measures. Despite the repeated finding in other studies that 
household tasks were more difficult when work schedules are irregular, 
the scale developed regarding task restriction did not indicate problems 
among the study 1s sample. 
Development of alternative measurement of task participation 
preference and restriction may be useful for future research. Possibil-
ities include a participation log with a section for recording what one 
would like to do as well as what actually is being done. 
The current study supported earlier evidence that restriction of 
personal-need activity is associated with family life restriction 
(Matt et al ., 1965; Pleck et al ., 1980). Family life preferences were 
associated with reported restriction~ but cohesion preference was found 
to operate contrary to expectations and earlier findings (Piotrkowski, 
1979). Higher interest in family life was associated with more frustra-
tion regarding the interference of work demands with family life in the 
study by Piotrkowski; in the current study, workers preferring cohesive 
families reported less difficulty in household tasks and their relation-
ship activities. 
Workers with preferences for c~hesive family life may invest more 
time and energy in family life~ and the greater investment may result in 
more family activities being performed. It is also possible that those 
workers selectively report favorable aspects of their families, or 
that families of the workers may be more cooperative regarding family 
activities. 
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Task participation preference and family activity restriction 
were not associated, contrary to earlier findings (Scanzoni, 1978; 
Yogev, 1981). The measurement of task enjoyment in the current study 
was quite different from the earlier investigations• measurement, which 
involved the importance of family roles to the workers. Family-role 
interest incorporates cognitive factors such as self-image with the 
attitude regarding activities, and the other aspects of family-role 
participation may be associated with feelings of family life restric-
tion although task enjoyment is not associated. 
Family size and schedule conflicts, which increase the negative 
impact of irregular work schedules (Aldous, 1969; Matt et al., 1965), 
were not associated with problems in the current study. The presence 
of children can result in children contributing to housework, which 
would balance some of the added demands of childcare. Except for 
parents with children not in school, the demands that are typically 
associated with children did not appear to create many problems for the 
rotating shift worker. Families may be more adaptable to such demands 
than some research suggests. 
Two forms of family schedule conflict were investigated--the 
children•s attendance of daycare or school and the partner working on 
another work schedule. Attendance of daycare or school was predicted 
to increase scheduling problems, but fewer problems were found in 
childcare and no impact was found in household tasks or activities with 
one•s partner. Children attending daycare or school have an outside 
source of caregiving. Despite the rotating shift;s disruption of 
schedule routines, the overall impact of children having a caregiver 
at daycare or school seems to reduce the childcare demands which are 
restricted by the rotating schedule at the parent. 
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The mate•s schedule of work was not associated with restriction 
of family activity, contrary to expectations. Because the rotating 
shifts gave occasions when the mates• schedules were not in conflict, 
the periods of conflict did not appear to be highly restrictive. 
Among parents, schedule conflict between the partners was associated 
with restriction of household tasks. The additional demands of children 
apparently reduced the ability of parents to perform tasks when the 
partner was on another schedule. 
Demographic features were not associated with the restriction of 
family activity, as in Wedderburn•s (1967) study. Gender differences 
were not expected and were not significant. Contrary to earlier 
investigations (Komarovsky, 1964; Orthner, 1975), males reported prefer-
ences for more cohesive families and more task restriction than did 
females. This probably was associated with the specific demographic 
characteristics of the current sample; a higher portion of males were 
living with a partner than of females. Mothers reported more difficulty 
in activities related to their partnership than did fathers. This 
finding supports the earlier research (Orthner, 1975) and suggests that 
the stronger cohesion preference of males is an effect of the sample•s 
composition. 
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Conclusions 
The current study investigated the association between the 
amount of difficulty reported in family activities and other character-
istics of the rotating shift workers. Restriction of activities 
related to household tasks, childcare, and the relationship with one's 
partner were predicted to be associated with personal need activity 
restriction, family life participation preferences, family demands, and 
schedule conflicts. 
Restriction in all three areas of family activity was found to be 
associated with restriction of activities which are related to personal 
health and leisure. Regression procedures showed the personal need 
activities to be an influence which contributed over half of the three 
variables• variance. 
Household tasks were associated significantly with the level of 
family cohesion preferred; less restriction of task performance was 
reported by workers preferring highly cohesive family life. Regression 
procedures showed the cohesion preference to be an influence which con-
tributed significantly to the variance in task restriction. 
Childcare difficulty was associated significantly with the 
number of children in daycare or school, contrary to prediction there 
was an inverse relationship between the reported childcare difficulty 
and the number of children attending daycare or school. Regression 
orocedures showed the number of children attending daycare or school to 
be an influence which contributed significantly to the variance in 
childcare restriction. 
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Relationship activities restriction was associated significantly 
with the level of family cohesion preferred; less restriction of 
activities was reported by workers preferring highly cohesive family 
life. 
Inclusion of both male and female workers gave information 
regarding differences in reported restriction and preferences. Con-
trary to expectation, males preferred more cohesive families than 
females and reported more task difficulty than did females. 
Among parents, mothers reported more restriction of activities 
concerned with the relationship between partners than fathers reported. 
Parents reported restriction of task performance when their partner 
worked on a conflicting schedule, but the association did not hold true 
also among partners without children below 19 years old in the home. 
Additional factors which would oe valuable additions to future 
survey work on the topic include length of tenure on work schedule, 
length of work history, attitudes of family toward work schedule, and 
available alternative work options of the worker. 
Further investigations into work schedule and family life shou'ld 
incorporate measurement of expectations and preferences with the 
reported impact of work schedules, to gather more details regarding the 
role of the worker's interpretation of the costs and rewards in his 
report of family impact and working conditions. Inclusion of workers 
on stable schedules, as in the study by Matt and his associates (1965), 
would allow comparison between rotating shift and stable shift workers. 
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FOOTNOTES 
1The originai scale was phrased with the range from "very easy" 
to "very difficult." Through a typographical error, the current scale 
was phrased with the range from "very easy 11 to 11not difficult. 11 
Analyses of cases where the "not difficult" response was given indicated 
that the workers had highly negative attitudes regarding impact on 
family suggesting that the response was read by those workers as highly 
negative. 
The scale change may have led other workers to restrict the 
range of choices, with "somewhat difficult" as the most extremely nega-
tive response. 
2The scale range is not balanced as written. Enjoy would be 
better balanced by a less extreme negative term, such as dislike or do 
not enjoy, rather than by the term hate. 
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APPENDIX 
Dear Frfend: 
811 Walker Avenue 
Apt. 4-A 
Greensboro, NC 27403 
February 2, 1984 
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Thank you for accepting this questionnaire! Do you think that 
your family or other famflies is affected oy having a person on 
rotati'ng work schedules? Your help is needed to find out what the 
effects of rotating shifts are on family life--only people in the 
situation can describe tfte effect of rotating schedules upon families. 
Your participation and responses will be anonymous. Names or 
other identification will not be on the questionnaire, and your 
responses will be tallied by computer to protect your privacy. The 
questions are not embarrassing and can be quickly answered. Participa-
tion is voluntary, and there is no connection between this survey and 
either Celanese/Fiber or any labor organization. 
Your finished survey can be mailed to me in the envelope you 
received with the survey. After the questionnaires are returned, I 
will send copies of the results in summary to any of you either request-
in[ it of me through my address or who put their address on the outside 
or-the envelope they mailed the survey in to me. 
Thank you again. 
Sincerely, 
l,' 
Peggy McCoy 
SURVEY OF ROTATING-SHIFT EMPLOYEES 
First, please answer a few questions about yourself. 
Instructfons: Cfrcle the letter in front of the correct answer, or write it 
on the ~lank line. 
1. Sex 
a. Male 
b. Female 
2. Age at present ___ (year of birth, if that's easier, 19 __ ). 
3. Race 
a. White c. Native American 
b. Black d. Other -----------
4. Living ~rrangement 
a. Live with parents 
b. Live with husband/wife or other partner 
c. Live alone 
d. Live with someone unrelated, or other 
5. !f another adult is in your home (husband/wife/partner) please indicate 
that person's work schedule. 
a. Not working outside the home 
b. Schedule matches your "swing shiftu hours 
c. Part-time, under 25 hours per week 
d. Full-time on a fixed schedule (e.g., on first shift) 
e. Other schedule---------------------
6. Nu!!Der of children 1 i vi ng with you ___ (not yet 19) • 
7. How many of the children in your h_ome attend school or day care? __ _ 
In~tructions: Circle relevant number. 
How easy or difficult is it 
for you to arrange your time 
to do each of the following? 
8. Perform the tasks related 
to homemaking and family 
care? 
Very 
Easy 
Some- Neither 
what Easy nor Somewhat Not 
g~ Difficult Difficult Difficult 
2 3 4 5 
7G 
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Some- Neither 
Very what Easy nor Somewhat Not 
Easy ~Difficult Difficult Difficult 
9. Go on errands (shoe 
repair, laundry, service 
station, post office, 
and similar places). 2 3 4 5 
10. Go shopping (groceries, 
clothes, drug store). 2 3 4 5 
11. Make telephone calls 
for appointments or 
services. 2 3 4 5 
12. Take care of your house-
hold chores and yardwork. 2 3 4 5 
13. Organize records, pay 
bills, and keep track of 
bank/credit business. 2 3 4 5 
14. Meet your personal health 
and social needs. 2 3 4 5 
15. Go to your health care 
appointments. 2 3 4 5 
16. Get sufficient rest. 
avoid fatigue. 2 3 4 5 
17. Eat nourishing meals. 2 3 4 5 
18. Have enough time alone 
to participate in 
hobbies and relax. 2 3 4 5 
19. Find time to see friends, 
other than your mate, 
and family. 2 3 4 5 
SKIP TO 25 IF YOU LIVE WITHOUT A PARTNER£MATE 
20. Have the relationship 
you would like with 
your partner. 2 3 4 5 
21. Make sure you and your 
partner understand each 
other. 2 3 4 5 
22. Spend time with your 
partner and do things 
together. 2 3 4 5 
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Some- Neither 
Very what Easy nor Somewhat Not 
Easy ~Difficult Difficult Difficult 
23. Reach joint decisions 
and resolve disagreements. 2 3 4 5 
24. Sexually and verbally 
express affection to 
2 3 4 5 your partner. 
25. Be available when your 
partner needs advice or 
actual assistance (as 
when a car is out of 
use. an emergency occurs}. 2 3 4 5 
SKIP TO 32 IF YOU DO NOT HAVE CHILDREN IN YOUR HOME. 
26. Take care of your chil-
dren as you would like 
to. 2 3 4 5 
27. Take your children to or 
from a child care setting 
or school. 2 3 4 5 
28. Be with your children 
after school. 2 3 4 5 
29. Have relaxed, pleasant 
time with your children. 2 3 4 5 
30. Take your children to 
health care appointments. 2 3 4 5 
31. Make alternative arrange-
ments, or stay home, when 
needed (snow days, child 
sickness, summer months). 2 3 4 5 
32. How much do your job and family life interfere with each other? 
a. Not at all 
b. Not too much 
c. Somewhat 
d. A lot 
33. In what ways do they interfere with each other? 
What in general are your feelings about the effect of your work sched~le on 
your family? A few questions on that are next, and a place for comments is 
available later so you need not make comments YET! 
3~. How often do you wish you had more time to do things for the family? 
a. Always 
b. Most of the time 
c. Some of the time 
d. Rarely 
e. Never 
35. How often do you feel that your time off does not match other family 
member's schedules well? 
a. Always 
b. Most of the time 
c. Some of the time 
d. Rarely 
e. Never 
36. How satisfied are you with your job in general? 
a. Very satisfied 
b. Satisfied 
c. Neutral 
d. Unsatisfied 
e. Very unsatisfied 
37. How satisfied !re you with your schedule of working? 
a. Ver,y satisfied 
b. Satisfied 
c. Neutral 
d. Dissatisfied 
e. Very dissatisfied 
People differ in how much interest they have in domestic activities or 
"chores. q Because how much you want to do at home affects your homel ife. 
please indicate how interested in each activity. personally. you are. The 
list of items is on th~ side and for each please indicate whether you enjoy 
it. hate it. or are in between. 
38. Cooking 
39. Cleaning house 
40. Taking out trash 
Enjoy 
Enjoy 
Enjoy 
Neutral Hate 
Neutral Hate 
Neutral Hate 
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41. Washing dishes Enjoy Neutral Hate 
42. Repairing clothes Enjoy Neutral Hate 
43. Paying !)ills Enjoy Neutral Hate 
44. Ffxfng sink Enjoy Neutral Hete 
45. Grocery shopping Enjoy Neutral Hate 
46. Physical care of a child Enjoy Neutral Hate 
47. Mowing lawn Enjoy Neutral Hate 
48. Maintaining c;ar Enjoy Neutral Hate 
49. Helping child with homework Enjoy Neutral Hate 
50. In general, do you enjoy household tasks or avoid them1 If there was a 
free servant-service would you want to let someone else do the chores? 
a. Prefer to do chores 
b. Neutral 
c. Prefer to avoid chores 
HOW OFTEN DO YOU WISH THIS WERE TRUE Or YOUR FAMILY: Please mark under the 
response for each item below which i~ closest to how often you WISH the item 
were true: Almost never, almost always, or between them? 
Almost Sorre- Fre- Almost 
~ !!!!!! quently Always 
51. Family members are supportive of 
each other during difficult t1mes. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
52. It is easier to discuss problems 
with p~le outside the family 
than wi other fami 1y tne!Nlers. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
-; 
53. Your family gathers together 
in the same room. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
54. Your family does things together. 
I WISH SO •••• AN s F AA 
55. In your family, everyone goes 
his/her own way. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
?r.. 
Alrmst Some- Fre- Almost 
~ ~ guentll: Always 
56. Family members know each other's 
best friends. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
57. Fanrily members consult other 
family members on their 
decisions. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
58. You have difficulty thinking of 
things to do as a family. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
59. Family members feel very close to 
each other. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
60. You approve of each other's friends. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
61. Family members feel closer to 
people outside the family than to 
other family members. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
62. Family members go along with what 
the family decides to do. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
63. Family members like to spend their 
free time together. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
64. Family members avoid each other 
at home. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
65. Family members pair up rather than 
do things as a total family. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
66. Family members share interests and 
hobbies with each other. 
I WISH SO • • • • AN s F AA 
*I remind you that information from this study can be received if you 
request it from Fred McCoy or from myself (probably by April). 
*Additionally, I remind you to check over and make certain you finish the 
survey items since skipped items will confuse the findings. 
Please feel free to make any comments regarding the effect of rotation on 
your family and/or on other issues related to the survey on the back of pages. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS STUDY!!~ 
